the reasons she could not be a more productive composer is that she was kept busy with the eight children she and Robert Schumann produced together.
From our vantage point, we recognize claims that "there are no great women artists" as expressions of a gender-based paradigm concerning the disposition of power in the family and the state. As feminist research from a variety of disciplines has shown, the opposition between productive and reproductive work organizes the way a culture values work: this paradigm depicts originality or creativity in terms of paternity and authority, relegating the figure of the female to a variety of secondary roles. I am interested in this opposition specifically as it is used to mark the distinction between writing and translating-marking, that is, the one to be original and "masculine," the other to be derivative and "feminine." The distinction is only superficially a problem of aesthetics, for there are important consequences in the areas of publishing, royalties, curriculum, and academic tenure. What I propose here is to examine what is at stake for gender in the representation of translation: the struggle for authority and the politics of originality informing this struggle.
"At best an echo,"2 translation has been figured literally and metaphorically in secondary terms. Just as Clara Schumann's performance of a musical composition is seen as qualitatively different from the original act of composing that piece, so the act of translating is viewed as something qualitatively different from the original act of writing. Indeed, under current American copyright law, both translations and musical performances are treated under the same rubric of "derivative works."3 The cultural elaboration of this view suggests that in the original abides what is natural, truthful, and lawful, in the copy, what is artificial, false, and treasonous. Translations can be, for example, echoes (in musical terms), copies or portraits (in painterly terms), or borrowed or ill-fitting clothing (in sartorial terms).
The sexualization of translation appears perhaps most familiarly in the tag les belles infideles-like women, the adage goes, translations should be either beautiful or faithful. The tag is made possible both by the rhyme in French and by the fact that the word traduction is a feminine one, thus making les beaux infideles impossible. This tag owes its longevity-it was coined in the seven- teenth century4-to more than phonetic similarity: what gives it the appearance of truth is that it has captured a cultural complicity between the issues of fidelity in translation and in marriage. For les belles infideles, fidelity is defined by an implicit contract between translation (as woman) and original (as husband, father, or author). However, the infamous "double standard" operates here as it might have in traditional marriages: the "unfaithful" wife/ translation is publicly tried for crimes the husband/original is by law incapable of committing. This contract, in short, makes it impossible for the original to be guilty of infidelity. Such an attitude betrays real anxiety about the problem of paternity and translation; it mimics the patrilineal kinship system where paternity-not maternity-legitimizes an offspring.
It is the struggle for the right of paternity, regulating the fidelity of translation, which we see articulated by the earl of Roscommon in his seventeenth-century treatise on translation. In order to guarantee the originality of the translator's work, surely necessary in a paternity case, the translator must usurp the author's role. Roscommon begins benignly enough, advising the translator to "Chuse an author as you chuse a friend," but this intimacy serves a potentially subversive purpose: It is an almost silent deposition: through familiarity (friendship), the translator becomes, as it were, part of the family and finally the father himself; whatever struggle there might be between author and translator is veiled by the language of friendship. While the translator is figured as a male, the text itself is figured as a female whose chastity must be protected: 
Let no Austerity breed servile Fear
No wanton Sound offend her Virgin Ear.6
As the translator becomes the author, he incurs certain paternal duties in relation to the text, to protect and instruct-or perhaps structure-it. The language used echoes the language of conduct books and reflects attitudes about the proper differences in educating males and females; "chast Instruction" is proper for the female, whose virginity is an essential prerequisite to marriage. The text, that blank page bearing the author's imprint ("The first Impression . . . Will be the deepest"), is impossibly twice virgin-once for the original author, and again for the translator who has taken his place. It is this "chastity" which resolves-or represses-the struggle for paternity.7 The gendering of translation by this language of paternalism is made more explicit in the eighteenth-century treatise on translation by Thomas Francklin:
Unless an author like a mistress warms, How shall we hide his faults or taste his charms, How all his modest latent beauties find, How trace each lovelier feature of the mind, Soften each blemish, and each grace improve, And treat him with the dignity of Love?8
Like the earl of Roscommon, Francklin represents the translator as a male who usurps the role of the author, a usurpation which takes place at the level of grammatical gender and is resolved through a sex change. The translator is figured as a male seducer; the author, conflated with the conventionally "feminine" features of his text, is then the "mistress," and the masculine pronoun is forced to refer to the feminine attributes of the text ("his modest latent beauties"). willing collaborator in the project to make herself beautiful-and, no doubt, unfaithful. This belle infidele, whose blemishes have been softened and whose beauties have therefore been improved, is depicted both as mistress and as a portrait model. In using the popular painting analogy, Francklin also reveals the gender coding of that mimetic convention: the translator/painter must seduce the text in order to "trace" (translate) the features of his subject. We see a more elaborate version of this convention, though one arguing a different position on the subject of improvement through translation, in William Cowper's "Preface" to Homer's Iliad: "Should a painter, professing to draw the likeness of a beautiful woman, give her more or fewer features than belong to her, and a general cast of countenance of his own invention, he might be said to have produced a jeu d'esprit, a curiosity perhaps in its way, but by no means the lady in question."9 Cowper argues for fidelity to the beautiful model, lest the translation demean her, reducing her to a mere "jeu d'esprit," or, to follow the text yet further, make her monstrous ("give her more or fewer features"). Yet lurking behind the phrase "the lady in question" is the suggestion that she is the other womanthe beautiful, and potentially unfaithful, mistress. In any case, like the earl of Roscommon and Francklin, Cowper feminizes the text and makes her reputation-that is, her fidelity-the responsibility of the male translator/author. Just as texts are conventionally figured in feminine terms, so too is language: our "mother tongue." And when aesthetic debates shifted the focus in the late eighteenth century from problems of mimesis to those of expression-in Abrams's famous terms, from the mirror to the lamp-discussions of translation followed suit. The translator's relationship to this mother figure is outlined in some of the same terms that we have already seen-fidelity and chastityand the fundamental problem remains the same: how to regulate legitimate sexual (authorial) relationships and their progeny.
A representative example depicting translation as a problem of fidelity to the "mother tongue" occurs in the work of Schleiermacher, whose twin interests in translation and hermeneutics have been influential in shaping translation theory in this century. In discussing the issue of maintaining the essential foreignness of a text in translation, Schleiermacher outlines what is at stake as follows: "Who would not like to permit his mother tongue to stand forth everywhere in the most universally appealing beauty each genre is capable of? Who would not rather sire children who are 9William Cowper, "'Preface' to The Iliad of Homer," in Steiner, ed., 135-36. their parents' pure effigy, and not bastards? .. . Who would suffer being accused, like those parents who abandon their children to acrobats, of bending his mother tongue to foreign and unnatural dislocations instead of skillfully exercising it in its own natural gymnastics?"'? The translator, as father, must be true to the mother/ language in order to produce legitimate offspring; if he attempts to sire children otherwise, he will produce bastards fit only for the circus. Because the mother tongue is conceived of as natural, any tampering with it-any infidelity-is seen as unnatural, impure, monstrous, and immoral. Thus, it is "natural" law which requires monogamous relations in order to maintain the "beauty" of the language and in order to insure that the works be genuine or original. Though his reference to bastard children makes clear that he is concerned over the purity of the mother tongue, he is also concerned with the paternity of the text. "Legitimacy" has little to do with motherhood and more to do with the institutional acknowledgment of fatherhood. The question, "Who is the real father of the text?" seems to motivate these concerns about both the fidelity of the translation and the purity of the language.
In the metaphorics of translation, the struggle for authorial rights takes place both in the realm of the family, as we have seen, and in the state, for translation has also been figured as the literary equivalent of colonization, a means of enriching both the language and the literature appropriate to the political needs of expanding nations. A typical translator's preface from the English eighteenth century makes this explicit: "You, my Lord, know how the works of genius lift up the head of a nation above her neighbors, and give as much honor as success in arms; among these we must reckon our translations of the classics; by which when we have naturalized all Greece and Rome, we shall be so much richer than they by so many original productions as we have of our own." 1 Because literary success is equated with military success, translation can expand both literary and political borders. A similar attitude toward the enterprise of translation may be found in the German Romantics, who used ubersetzen (to translate) and verdeutschen (to Germanize) interchangeably: translation was literally a strategy of linguistic incorporation. The great model for this use of translation is, of course, the Roman Empire, which so dramatically incorporated Greek cul- Drant is free to take the liberties he here describes, for, as a clergyman translating a secular author, he must make Horace morally suitable: he must transform him from the foreign or alien into, significantly, a member of the family. For the passage from the Bible to which Drant alludes (Deut. 21:12-14) concerns the proper way to make a captive woman a wife: "Then you shall bring her home to your house; and she shall shave her head and pare her nails" (Deut. 21:12, Revised Standard Version). After giving her a month in which to mourn, the captor can then take her as a wife; but if he finds in her no "delight," the passage forbids him subsequently to sell her because he has already humiliated her. In making Horace suitable to become a wife, Drant must transform him into a woman, the uneasy effects of which remain in the tension of pronominal reference, where "his" seems to refer to "women." In addition, Drant's paraphrase makes it the husband-translator's duty to shave and pare rather than the duty of the captive Horace. Unfortunately, captors often did much more than shave the heads of captive women (see Num. 31:17-18); the sexual violence alluded to in this description of translation provides an analogue to the political and economic rapes implicit in a colonializing metaphor. Clearly, the meaning of the word "fidelity" in the context of translation changes according to the purpose translation is seen to serve in a larger aesthetic or cultural context. In its gendered version, fidelity sometimes defines the (female) translation's relation to the original, particularly to the original's author (male), deposed and replaced by the author (male) of the translation. In this case, the text, if it is a good and beautiful one, must be regulated against its propensity for infidelity in order to authorize the originality of this production. Or, fidelity might also define a (male) authortranslator's relation to his (female) mother tongue, the language into which something is being translated. In this case, the (female) language must be protected against vilification. It is, paradoxically, this sort of fidelity that can justify the rape and pillage of another language and text, as we have seen in Drant. But again, this sort of fidelity is designed to enrich the "host" language by certifying the originality of translation; the conquests, made captive, are incorporated into the "works of genius" of a particular language.
It should by now be obvious that this metaphorics of translation reveals both an anxiety about the myths of paternity (or authorship and authority) and a profound ambivalence about the role of maternity-ranging from the condemnation of les belles infideles to the adulation accorded to the "mother tongue." In one of the few attempts to deal with both the practice and the metaphorics of translation, Serge Gavronsky argues that the source of this anxiety and ambivalence lies in the oedipal structure which informs the translator's options. Gavronsky divides the world of translation metaphors into two camps. The first group he labels pietistic: metaphors based on the coincidence of courtly and Christian traditions, wherein the conventional knight pledges fidelity to the unravished lady, as the Christian to the Virgin. In this case, the translator (as knight or Christian) takes vows of humility, poverty-and chastity. In secular terms, this is called "positional" translation, for it depends on a well-known hierarchization of the participants. The vertical relation (author/translator) has thus been overlaid with both metaphysical and ethical implications, and in this missionary position, submissiveness is next to godliness.
Gavronsky argues that the master/slave schema underlying this metaphoric model of translation is precisely the foundation of the oedipal triangle:
Here, in typically euphemistic terms, the slave is a willing one (a hyperbolic servant, a faithful): the translator considers himself as the child of the father-creator, his rival, while the text becomes the object of desire, that which has been com-pletely defined by the paternal figure, the phallus-pen. Traditions (taboos) impose upon the translator a highly restricted ritual role. He is forced to curtail himself (strictly speaking) in order to respect the interdictions on incest. To tamper with the text would to tantamount to eliminating, in part or totally, the father-author(ity), the dominant present.14 Thus, the "paternal care" of which the earl of Roscommon speaks is one manifestation of this repressed incestuous relation with the text, a second being the concern for the purity of "mother" (madonna) tongues.
The other side of the oedipal triangle may be seen in a desire to kill the symbolic father text/author. According to Gavronsky, the alternative to the pietistic translator is the cannibalistic, "aggressive translator who seizes possession of the 'original,' who savors the text, that is, who truly feeds upon the words, who ingurgitates them, and who, thereafter, enunciates them in his own tongue, thereby having explicitly rid himself of the 'original' creator." 5 Whereas the "pietistic" model represents translators as completely secondary to what is pure and original, the "cannibalistic" model, Gavronsky claims, liberates translators from servility to "cultural and ideological restrictions." What Gavronsky desires is to free the translator/ translation from the signs of cultural secondariness, but his model is unfortunately inscribed within the same set of binary terms and either/or logic that we have seen in the metaphorics of translation. Indeed, we can see the extent to which Gavronsky's metaphors are still inscribed within that ideology in the following description: "The original has been captured, raped, and incest performed. Here, once again, the son is father of the man. The original is mutilated beyond recognition; the slave-master dialectic reversed."16 In repeating the sort of violence we have already seen so remarkably in Drant, Gavronsky betrays the dynamics of power in this "paternal" system. Whether the translator quietly usurps the role of the author, the way the earl of Roscommon advocates, or takes authority through more violent means, power is still figured as a male privilege exercised in family and state political arenas. The translator, for Gavronsky, is a male who repeats on the sexual level the kinds of crimes any colonizing country commits on its colonies.
As Gavronsky himself acknowledges, the cannibalistic translator is based on the hermeneuticist model of George Steiner, the most lusion here to Levi-Strauss, echoed later in the book in the passage we have already noted ("an exchange of words, women, and material goods"), provides the narrative connecting discourse, intercourse, and translation, and it does so from the point of view of a male translator. Indeed, we note that when communication is at issue, that which can be exchanged is depicted at least partially in male terms ("semen, excreta, and words"), while when "restitution" is at issue, that which can be exchanged is depicted in female terms. Writing within the hierarchy of gender, Steiner seems to argue further that the paradigm is universal and that the male and female roles he describes are essential rather than accidental. On the other hand, he notes that the rules for discourse (and, presumably, for intercourse) are social, and he outlines some of the consequent differences between male and female language use: At a rough guess, women's speech is richer than men's in those shadings of desire and futurity known in Greek and Sanskrit as optative; women seem to verbalize a wider range of qualified resolve and masked promise. ... I do not say they lie about the obtuse, resistant fabric of the world: they multiply the facets of reality, they strengthen the adjective to allow it an alternative nominal status, in a way which men often find unnerving. There is a strain of ultimatum, a separatist stance, in the masculine intonation of the first-person pronoun; the "I" of women intimates a more patient bearing, or did until Women's Liberation. The two language models follow on Robert Graves's dictum that men do but women are.20 But, while acknowledging the social and economic forces which prescribe differences, he wants to believe as well in a basic biological cause: "Certain linguistic differences do point towards a physiological basis or, to be exact, towards the intermediary zone between the biological and the social."21 Steiner is careful not to insist on the biological premises, but there is in his own rhetoric a tendency to treat even the socialized differences between male and female language use as immutable. If the sexual basis of communication as the basis for translation is to be taken as a universal, then Steiner would seem to be arguing firmly in the tradition we have here been examining, one in which "men do" but "women are." This tradition is not, of course, confined to the area of translation studies, and, given the influence of both Steiner and Levi20Ibid., 41. 21 Ibid., 43.
Strauss, it is not surprising to see gender as the framing concept of communication in adjacent fields such as semiotics or literary criticism.22
The metaphorics of translation, as the preceding discussion suggests, is a symptom of larger issues of western culture: of the power relations as they divide in terms of gender; of a persistent (though not always hegemonic) desire to equate language or language use with morality; of a quest for originality or unity, and a consequent intolerance of duplicity, of what cannot be decided. The fundamental question is, why have the two realms of translation and gender been metaphorically linked? What, in Eco's terms, is the metonymic code or narrative underlying these two realms?23
This survey of the metaphors of translation would suggest that the implied narrative concerns the relation between the value of production versus the value of reproduction. What proclaims itself to be an aesthetic problem is represented in terms of sex, family, and the state, and what is consistently at issue is power. We have already seen the way the concept of fidelity is used to regulate sex and/in the family, to guarantee that the child is the production of the father, reproduced by the mother. This regulation is a sign of the father's authority and power; it is a way of making visible the paternity of the child-otherwise a fiction of sorts-and thereby claiming the child as legitimate progeny. It is also, therefore, related to the owning and bequeathal of property. As in marriage, so in translation, there is a legal dimension to the concept of fidelity. It is not legal (shall I say, legitimate) to publish a translation of works not in the public domain, for example, without the author's (or appropriate proxy's) consent; one must, in short, enter the proper contract before announcing the birth of the translation, so that the parentage will be clear. The coding of production and reproduction marks the former as a more valuable activity by reference to the division of labor established for the marketplace, which privileges male activity and pays accordingly. The transformation of translation from a reproductive activity into a productive one, from a secondary work into an original work, indicates the coding of translation rights as property rights-signs of riches, signs of power. What is also interesting is that, even when the terms of comparison are reversed-when writing is said to be like translatingin order to stress the re-creative aspects of both activities, the gender bias does not disappear. For example, in a short essay by Terry Eagleton discussing the relation between translation and some strands of current critical theory, Eagleton argues as follows:
It may be, then, that translation from one language into another may lay bare for us something of the very productive mechanisms of textuality itself... The eccentric yet suggestive critical theories of Harold Bloom ... contend that every poetic producer is locked in Oedipal rivalry with a "strong" patriarchal precursor-that literary "creation"... is in reality a matter of struggle, anxiety, aggression, envy and repression. The "creator" cannot abolish the unwelcome fact that . . his poem lurks in the shadows of a previous poem or poetic tradition, against the authority of which it must labour into its own "autonomy." On Bloom's reading, all poems are translations, or "creative misreadings," of others; and it is perhaps only the literal translator who knows most keenly the psychic cost and enthrallment which all writing involves.27 Eagleton's point, through Bloom, is that the productive or creative mechanism of writing is not original, that is, texts do not emerge ex nihilo; rather, both writing and translating depend on previous texts. Reversing the conventional hierarchy, he invokes the secondary status of translation as a model for writing. In equating translation and "misreading," however, Eagleton (through Bloom) finds their common denominator to be the struggle with a " 'strong' patriarchal precursor"; the productive or creative mechanism is, again, entirely male. The attempt by either Eagleton or Bloom to replace the concept of originality with the concept of creative misreading or translation is a sleight of hand, a change in name only with respect to gender and the metaphorics of translation, for the concept of translation has here been defined in the same patriarchal terms we have seen used to define originality and production.
At the same time, however, much of recent critical theory has called into question the myths of authority and originality which engender this privileging of writing over translating and make writing a male activity. Theories of intertextuality, for example, make it difficult to determine the precise boundaries of a text and, as a consequence, disperse the notion of "origins"; no longer simply the product of an autonomous (male?) individual, the text rather finds its sources in history, that is, within social and literary codes, as articulated by an author. Feminist scholarship has drawn attention to the considerable body of writing by women, writing previously marginalized or repressed in the academic canon; thus this scholarship brings to focus the conflict between theories of writing coded in male terms and the reality of the female writer. Such scholarship, in articulating the role gender has played in our concepts of writing and production, forces us to reexamine the hierarchies that have subordinated translation to a concept of originality. The resultant revisioning of translation has consequences, of course, for meaning-making activities of all kinds, for translation has itself served as a conventional metaphor or model for a variety of acts of reading, writing, and interpretation; indeed, the analogy between translation and interpretation might profitably be examined in terms of gender, for its use in these discourses surely belies similar issues concerning authority, violence, and power.
The most influential revisionist theory of translation is offered by Jacques Derrida, whose project has been to subvert the very concept of difference which produces the binary opposition between an original and its reproduction-and finally to make this difference undecidable. By drawing many of his terms from the lexicon of sexual difference-dissemination, invagination, hymenDerrida exposes gender as a conceptual framework for definitions of mimesis and fidelity, definitions central to the "classical" way of In emphasizing both the reproductive and productive aspects of translation, Derrida's project-and, ironically, the translation of his works-provides a basis for a necessary exploration of the contradictions of translation and gender. Already his work has generated a collection of essays focusing on translation as a way of talking about philosophy, interpretation, and literary history.31 These essays, while not explicitly addressing questions of gender, build on his ideas about the doubleness of translation without either idealizing or subordinating translation to conventionally privileged terms. Derrida's own work, however, does not attend closely to the historical or cultural circumstances of specific texts, circumstances that cannot be ignored in investigating the problematics of translation.32 For example, in some historical periods women were allowed to translate precisely because it was defined as a secondary activity. para un infante difunto, a text that "mocks women and their words," she asks, "Where does this leave a woman as translator of such a book? Is she not a double betrayer, to play Echo to this Narcissus, repeating the archetype once again? All who use the mother's fathertongue, who echo the ideas and discourse of great men are, in a sense, betrayers: this is the contradiction and compromise of dissidence."34 The very choice of texts to work with, then, poses an initial dilemma for the feminist translator: while a text such as Cabrera Infante's may be ideologically offensive, not to translate it would capitulate to that logic which ascribes all power to the original. Levine chooses instead to subvert the text, to play infidelity against infidelity, and to follow out the text's parodic logic. Carol Maier, in discussing the contradictions of her relationship to the Cuban poet Octavio Armand, makes a similar point, arguing that "the translator's quest is not to silence but to give voice, to make available texts that raise difficult questions and open perspectives. It is essential that as translators women get under the skin of both antagonistic and sympathetic works. They must become independent, 'resisting' interpreters who not only let antagonistic works speak ... but also speak with them and place them in a larger context by discussing them and the process of their translation."35 Her essay recounts her struggle to translate the silencing of the mother in Armand's poetry and how, by "resisting" her own silencing as a translator, she is able to give voice to the contradictions in Armand's work. By refusing to repress her own voice while speaking for the voice of the "master," Maier, like Levine, speaks through and against translation. Both of these translators' work illustrates the importance not only of translating but of writing about it, making the principles of a practice part of the dialogue about revising translation. It is only when women translators begin to discuss their work-and when enough historical scholarship on previously silenced women translators has been done-that we will be able to delineate alternatives to the oedipal struggles for the rights of production. 
